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Responsive to the Restriction Requirement mailed October 15, 2004, Applicant elects 
group I, claims 1-12 drawn to the apparatus. 

The Restriction Requirement is respectfully traversed, in that the product and the method 
claims largely overlap with, for example, the independent product claim and the independent 
method claim being analogous, with a method step associated with each of the apparatus 
elements, and vice versa. The same applies for several of the other claims. It is submitted that 
the inventions are so closely related that they are not independent and distinct and should 
therefore be examined together. 

The differences pointed out to show that the inventions are distinct are as to details in 
claims, rather than to the primary elements and functions claimed. For example, Applicant's 
claimed film holder of claim 1 selectively provides a gap or clamping as claim 1 recites and 
claim 13 analogously describes a gap between the indexing and severance positions or closing 
the gap, which is a function performed by the film holder and the positions thereof. One might 
envision additional devices performing a clamping function, but claims 1 and 13 have analogous 
elements. With respect to the apparatus being capable of practicing another process, claim 1 is 
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limited to an apparatus for indexing a length of film for severance, and to suggest that it has 
another function is to simply ignore the entire preamble of the claim. 

It is believed that the product and method are really not distinct inventions and because of 
the analogy between the method and product in the two groups of claims, the claims should 
examined together. In view of the analogy between elements, a search as to one group of claims 
necessarily should overlap a search as to the other, or either search might be incomplete. 

Reconsideration of the Restriction Requirement and examination of the two groups of 
claims together is requested, therefore. 
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